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bl‘-ntroduc“ticn

This E)ook.is written to fulfill a need commonly ex-
pressed by board members, school administrators and
concerned citizens: a book which contains useful facts
about California’s public schools and a simplereadable
explanation of school fimance. The book is designed to
be a portable source of information for public pre-
sentations. conversations with legislatorsthe press
and the local community. It tells the story of public
schBols in California in 1982. - N

'Cha;pter 1 contains facts about the public schools in
California: their size. demography. student population
and spending lévels. Chapter 2 sfiows California as a
‘state compared to other states for its spending on

schools. teacher variables and student performance’

_In Chaptér 3. school finance is described historically
from the period immediately preceding Proposition 13
to the pi¥Wéent. A basic primer gn school finance is
mcl’bde;i in Chapter 4. Revenue sources for state
government are presented for the period from 1977/78
to the present in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 includgs com-
ments made.by private aconomists about the outlook
of California’'s economy. Two appendices areincluded
for reference: a gossary of school finance ferms and
factors effecting schools in the 1970s and 1980s.
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Chapter -

Callfor‘ma Publlc
3chools |n/1382
Students Districts

-~ .and
Spending Levels -

California’s public school system educates four million
students 1n 1,042 school districts. School districts in
Califormia are of three'types: elementary - grades K-8
{661 districts). high school - grades 9-12 (115 districts)
and unified - grades K-12 (266 districts).

Most school districts have small enrollments. Five

hundred fifty-three districts have fewet than 1,000 °

students. 680 have fewer than 2,500 stydents. Fifty
districts have more than 20.000 students. Figure 1
ilustrgtes the demography of Calnforma school
districts.

_When enroliments are considered, the 510 districts of

all types with fewer than 1,000 students have a total ot
4.6 percent.of the enrollment in the state. The majority
of school children (58 percent) are in districts between
1,000 and 10.000 students in size.

As one'would expect. spending levels of school dis-
tricts vary by size of district afrd by type. The average
revenue hijmit for elementary districts in 1981/82 was
$1.712. for unified districts $1.868 and for high school
districts $2.096. (See Chapters 3and4 fora discussion

Factbook fdr School Finance Information - 2
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qupre 2
Distribution ot Public School Students
by County

x

i
I Jl le’tv than 5.000

300 000 - 1.000.000 -
.

.. ;
Vemiura 3 Les Angeles s T
kN N H .
I

3 - Fac!boo;\’ for School Finance Information

ERIC 1y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




F A}
Figure 3 .
Statewide Total ADA
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- *  Figure 4
- _Statewide Total ADA .
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of reventte limits ) The expenditure waridtion between
types of districts I1s historical in.origin and dates back
to when high school teachers had a higheg®salary .
schedule than did elewentary school teachers in the
1930's and 1940's.

Elementary districts. in general. remain the lowest
spending districts ahd high school districts. in general,
the highest. Unified districts, because they contain
both elementary and high schools, usually have a
spending, level in the middle range. This spending
difference between types of districts is taken into
. consideration tn school finhnce taws and must be kept
in mind when comparing: or analyzing information
“about California schoot districts. Elementary districts
school! finance fac.. should always be compared to
those fqr elementary districts. A single state average
per pupil expenditure is always misleading in school
- finance discussions due to these significantditferences.

The geographic distribution of students in the state is
shown in Figure 2 (map). The counties with 100,000 or
more students are Los Angeles, Sacfamento, Contra
Costa. Alameda. Santa Clara, Fresno, Ventura. San
Bernardino, Riverside, Orange and San Diego.

_Enroliments 1n California are illustrated in Figure 3.
They reachec their lowest level since the early 1960's
in 1979780 and have been increasing since 1980/81..
The dotted line on Figure 3 represents the forecasted
tevels of enroliment for the future as predicted by the
Department oi ¥inance-Demographic Unit-Growth in
enrotiment is expectes to accelerate within sgféﬂa!\
.years. .

High schoo! enroliments dropped between 1979/80
and 1981:82. Elementary enroliments have been
steadily increasing Figure 4 illustrates h:storical pat-
terns in enroliment for elementary and high school
students. By 198586, total enrbliment .s forecast to be
4 4 milhon students.

Rangi o)
spending
. levels

Enroliment
trends

*

Factbook faor School Rnance Intormation 6

ERIC | 15

IToxt Provided by ERI




The change's
of the 70s

Percentage of
students In
public schools

Chapter |l

California Public
Schoéb
Relative to Other

States ’

.

The 1970's were a period of vast change in California
education, with the introduction of the revenue limitin
1972. the Serrano case, Proposition 13, the Gann limit
and the growth of categorical aid programs. This
chapter compares California to other states in the
areas of school finance and student performance.

Financial Comparison

Figure 5 shows California's rank in 1971 and 1981 on
background variables which are critical to school
finance. The source of the comparison is the National
Education Association, which has been ranking states
on expenditure variables:using consistent official data

for 25 years, and Security Pacific Bank.

In 1981, 20 percent of Californians were of school age,
which places California47th in the nation. Thisis lower
than the state's rank in 1971 (42nd) and reflects the
demographic changes which have occwred in

California.

In 1981, ninety percent of California school children
attended public schools and 10 percent -attendeq,
private schools. In 1971, 94 percent attended public
schools. Thls reflects the growth in the private school
populatlon which has occurred in.the last ten years.

Factbook for School Finance Information




Figure 5
* Ten Year Comparison
of California’s Relative Position
in the United States

-

. -General
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Per Capita Personal
Income
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1981

. © . . .
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Government
spending in
in'the schools

Teachers.
class sizes.
salsries

Despite the Increase in private school enroliments,
California in 1981 exceeded the national average of
chjildren 1n public schools: the state is 22nd on this
measure The national average is 88 percent in public
schools

Califorma is rich in per capita personal income. ranking
fitth in the nation both in 1971 and 1981.
a

Figure 6 shows California’s ranking on measures of all
government spending. inctuding spending on schools.

Fram 1971 to 1981, California dropped as a state from
thiwd to seventh in total expenditutes per capita for
government The impact of Proposition 13 is reflected
in these statistics. Per capita spending for schools
dropped from eighth to 19th. When other major areas
of government expenditure are examined, California
spends at a higher relative rate for welfare, health,
police and fire than it does for education. In 1981,

Cahfornia ranked fifth among states for welfare spend-
ing. sixth for police and fire, seventh for all expenditure, -

12th 1n-health spending and 19th in school spending
per person.

Figure 7 shows California’'s ranking on measures of
school spending.

In all school spending variables, California’s relative
position has declined between 1971 and 1981. California
is now 24th in its spending per student, and the state is
48th when school spending is considered relative to
the per capita pers?nal income. California was 44th in

1981 in'state and Ifyeal expenditure for alleducationas .~ |

a percentage ofgg)l.ggvernment spending.

Figure 8 presents California’s position on teacher-

related information..

California ranks 49th in pupils per teacher, that is,
California had the second largest class sizes in the
United States in 1981. Teacher salaries in California
were third in 1971, by 1981 they had dropped to
seventh. When salary increases over the ten year

period are examined, California is 45th, falling behind -

in increases in all but five states.

Factbook for School Finance Information
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Figure 6 ; .
" Ten Year Comparisan
of California’s Relative Position
in the United States
Government Expenditures
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Figure 7

Ten Year Com‘parisbn 4 T
of California’s Relative Position
in the United States R A

School Expenditures ‘
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1981 .
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o " Figure 8 ,
) Ten Year Comparison
i . of California’s Relative Position

in the United States

Expenditﬁres for School Staff

1971

Teachers Salary

1981

1971

Ten Year Percent
incresse in
instructional Stat!

Salaries ' 43fd }

1981

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

1971
21| o
Pupils per
{ Teacher
49+
1981
0
f‘ Figures include District of Cotumbia.
>
&
Factbook for School Emance informatin 1 4 12




Decrease in
School

_ Spending
after
Prop. 13 _

State
assessment of
student
achievement

In .FebruaFy 1982. Secunty Pacific National Bank,
Public Aftairs/Research Department released figures
on Califorma's speriding on public education relative
to other states, Their findings confirm the information
presented above. Security Pacific ecanomists examined
expenditures for edu:(?on by state and local govern-
ment per*$1.000 of parSonal income. Their data shows
that in the pestod immediately preceding and following

.the passage of Proposition 13 (1977/78 and, 1979/80)

California decreased by 15.6 percent its spending on
schools per $1.000 of personal income.

The bank economists cor:nparpd what California should
have spent for education, if it were to conform to the

' nation® norin related to each $1, 000, of personal

income_ In 1979/80. California was ten percent below
the national norm, underspending for local schools by'
$1.11 billion. P

Security Pacific compared expenditures between
1977:78 and 1979/80 for all entities of logal government,
including schools. The bank concluded that, while all
local government spending increased during this three-
year period by 16.4 petcent, schools had the lowest
increase with only 9.2 “percent. During this same
period. personal income of Californians increased by
30.1 percent. The source ofthe Security Pacific study's
data was the Governments Division, Bureau of the
Census. U.S. Department of Commerce.

Performance of California School Children

There are a variety of sources of information on
student achievement in California.’In this section, we
have selected two major sources of student perform-

ance data: the state Assessment Program (CAP) and 4

the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT). .

The state assessment program has beenkin operation
since 1961. Each yeas tests are given at grades 3, 6and
12. The results are reported for statewide trends, by
school “district and by individual school. Individual
classroom and/or student data is not produced by the
CAP program. S

The CAP results show that student achievement in tﬁe

.third grade has beep steadily increasing in recent

Factbook for School Finance Information




years, as has sixth-grade achievement. Figure 9 shows
the results-from 1975 to 1981. From 1975 to 1979, high.
school scores declined In 1980. however, an increase
in achievement at grade 12 occurred. This increase_
vccurred again in 1981

in order to compare California student achievement
~ith that of students in other states. it is necessary to
comppare them to a national norm or reference group.
Norming studies are done by test publishers every five
to eight years to refleGt national changes in achieve- .

ment trends. When compared to a national reference |

group prepared for the Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills in 1973, Califarnia third and sixth grade students
are scoring above national norms. Based on CTBS
norms, Galifornia third graders in 1980 scored-at the
59th percentilg in reading, 54th in language and 52nd
in mathematics ,California's third graders are above
the national average in reading, math and language. In
reading, California third graders are scoring nine
percent above the hational average.

Sixth graders in California exceed national standards
in reading. math and language according to CTBS
norming studies. This has been the case since 1975/76.
Sixth graders in California'scored in the 56th percentile
in reading. 54th percentile in language and 56th
percentule in math in 1980/81.

The profne of Catifornia 12th graders’ achievement,
when compared to their national peers.(via norms
calculated in .1978) shows California's- high school
students to be below the national avérage. California
12th graders scored in the 42nd percentile in reading.
Nationally. 12th graders have declined in achievement
and the re-norming studies performed by test pub-
lishers reffect that decline: norms theémselves have
been lowered. Using old (1970) norms. California‘12th
graders in 1980 would have scored in the 33rd per-
centile by one publisher (Test of Academic Progress)
and 35th by another (STEP). Figure 10 shows results
for Galifornia 12th graders normed to the lowa Test of

- Factbook for School Finance Information ; 14
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. ¥ Figure 9 .
California Student Performance*
Percentile Rank Scores
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s .
. Figure 10
. o California Student Performance
' Grade 12 Percentile Rank Scores
- ) Tast Administered: Survey of Basic Skills'
Parcertile: ,' e
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‘The new Cahfornia test, the Survey of Basic Skiils. Grade 12. was administered to
all California students from 1974-75 through 1980-81 The percentile ranks are
based on equating stud:es of the Survay of Basic, Skills and national normsforthe

W ¢ lowa Tests of Educational Davalopment. normed in 1962 and 1978

N .
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Figure 11
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)

Scores for High School Seniors
in California and the United States

SAT
Mean Score

500 |

k. ]

Year 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
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-« - Calitornia

24
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Educational Development (ITED). from 1974/75 to
1980/81. A

Another source g} m9£rmat|on oﬁstudent performance
is the test taken by studentgwho wish to enter college.
the SAT test. Figure 11 shows the SAT scores for high
schoot seniors. in California compared to the United
States from 1972 to 1981. Inthe mid-1970Q's, California’s
students declined in achievement as did the rest of the SAT
~ United States. However, sincé 1979, California twelfth | = results
graders have exceeded their peers nationally in math
SAT tests. Since 1980 they have exceeded their peers
in other states in the verbal portion of the SAT. )

Statistic# can be misleading. A case in point is the
recent: news stories which noted that Californians
taking the Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) in 1981 '
received lower scores than did students in some othér
states But a careful examination of those statistics
reveal some interesting facts.

k- 4
-~ For instance, of those states where SAT scores were
higher than Callformas in only one (New Hampshireg).
did 35 peréent or more of high school seniors take the
exam. So California. where 102,595 seniors (35 percent)
took the exam and scored an average of 901 olt of a
possible total score”of 1600. looks pretty good as
compared with New Hampshire where 53 percent of
-the seniors {those taking the test that year) amounted
to only 7.580 people whose average score was 918. Statistical
South Dakota claimed the top spot with atotalaverage |j,ierpretation
score of 1080. But in.that state, only two percent of |of SAT scores
high school seniors took the test — a total of269young
people.
These performance results show that California ele-
mentary students score well above their peers in the
United States in reading, math and language. Caiifornia
high school students have exceeded national results
on the SAT test in recent years. Since 1980, twelfth
grade achievement generally in California has been
increasing See Appendix A f8r factors which effect
Califormia’s public school children: changes in the
makeup of California's families and patterns of tele-
vision viewing.

av
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- Chapter Il

California School - -
Finance
In The 1970s

This chapter describes school finance in California: its
history since 1977/78 and its importance 1o the state

budget
School The year before Proposition 13 passed was 1977/78. At
finence — that time, schools were supported 55 percent by the
before local property tax, 37 percent by state saurces and

law in operation was AB 65: a bill desjgned to improve

. Serranb compliance. Since 1971, the state had been
under close scrutiny in state courts for its school
finance laws.

“eight percent by federal sources. Tie school finance

Serrano | ’
In 1968, John Serrano joined with nine other parents
and sued a number of state and local officials on the
grounds that the school finance system resulted.in an
unfair and unequal education for his son. In 1971 the
State Supreme Court ruled that the California school
funding system did violate equal protection clauses of
the state and U.S. consitutions, stating that the system
“invidiously discriminated against the poor because it
makes the quality of a child's education a function of
the wealth of his parents and neighbors.” Taxpayersin
low property value per student districts (called “low
‘ wealth") paid higher tax rates for schools while their
children received lower school spending per student.
The situation was the reverse in high wealth districts:

19 Factbook tor School Finance Information

. 20 S




———— e T

- The Serrano Problem
of the early 1970’s

Serrano s legal underpinning was the dilemma of
taxpayers and children in low property tax wealth
districts in the late 1960°s and early 1970's:
taxpayers in low wealth districts paid higher taxes
and reccived lower per student expenditures for
public schools. The California State Supreme
Court ruled that education is a fundamental
interest in the state Constitution, and that access
to it cannot depend on local district property
wealth. The state court examined the inequity in
tax rates versus school spending and declared
the system unconstitutional. The classic Serrano
comparison to illustrate the inequity is made
. between Beverly Hills-and Baldwin Park. In

1973/74. Beverly Hills had higher property value

per student, lower taxes and higher school
* spending than did Baldwin Park.

~ Beverly Baldwin
b 1973/74 - Hills Park
Property Value per

.student .+ $58.922 $5,494

General Purpose
School Tax Rate per

$100 of assessed value $ 3.08 $3.24
Current Expense per
. student . 176 $919

Source. Department of Edhcaiuon, Selected Statistics for
1873 74

I o tax ratess high bLhUO| spending per student The
~— Case was sent back to the Los Angeles Couhty Superior
Court for tactual determination (See box. ),

"Senate Bill 90

The mcreasing concern about the |mphcat|ons of
Serrane and the growing pressure for property tax
refest brought about SB 90, a bill which cost over $1

O T IR LI T
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S8 90 —
the revenue
Hmit

“Closing the

Gap~

billion. half of which went to tax relief and the rest to
education. A one cent increase in the sales tax and
tederai revenue‘sharing funds financed the bill.

SB 90 required every district to establish |ts own
revenue limit per student. The original revenuq limit
was determined using each district's 1972/73 revenues
from a series of property taxes and state aid.\The
revenue limit is the maximum amount of state and Iqcal
general funds availabie for each student in a district.
From SB 90 to Proposition 13 the revenue limit con-
trolled local schoot property tax rates. Revenue limit
funds represent. the principal source of funds for
regular education programs.

After SB 90 introduced the revenue limit, the tax
income for schools was no longer based on the
increase in assessed values, or the current tax rates, or
the amount of funds received from the state, but solely
on the revenue limit, which could increase only a set

percentage each year. That pereentage would depepd .

upon formulas contained in state law. Once a distri
revenue limit had been set according to staté law for a
particular year, state aid.was deducted, and the
remainder could be raised from the local property tax.
(See page 33 for a“description of the revenue limit.)

The revenue limit mechanisn¥is designed to orovide
Serrano compliance and property tax relief. Estab-
lishment of revénue limits locked in existing inequities
between district spending levels. The inflation factor
was used to move high and low ‘spending districts
toward equalization: those districts with low spending
per pupil could increase their limit each year by up to
15 percent while higher spending districts were per-
mitted only one to nine percent increases. This closure
of the gap between revenue limits in various districts is
called ‘convergence.” Through increased state aid,
SB 90 reduced school tax rates up to 40 percentin low
wealth districts with high tax rates to support schools.

Serrano n

The Serrano case had been remanded to the Los
Angeles Superior Court. where it was heard by Judge
Bernard Jefferson. His decision. rendered in the
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summer of 1974. agreed that the California school
finance system was unfair to taxpgyers and childrenin
low-wealth districts. He also ruled that SB 9Q made
insufficient progress toward compliance and required
that weaith-based differencesin per pupi il spending be
less than $100 statewide by September 1, 1980.

Judge Jefferson s decision was appealed ck to the
State Supreme Court where it was reaffirmed four-
to-three vote in December 1976.

AB 65

AB 65 was the legislature’'s response to the December
1976 Supreme Court ruling on Serrano. AB 65
extended the concept of revenue limit equalization
through a series of provisions: ¢

* Properly tax equity More state funding was pro-
vided for low property value persstudent districts to
support a larger share of their revenue limits.
Recapture provisions for high property value per

" studen{_districts were instituted. Districts whose
property wealth exceeded specified levels, who had
succeeded yn getting the voters to approve an
increase in their revenue limit, were required to

. return some funds to the state. These funds. are
-described as “recaptured.” .

* Fxpendhureequlty. Inflation factors were increased .

o, provide faster revenue limit convergence.

= Special needs: Four-year phase-in of the Master
Plan for Special Educatiqn.

» School Improvement: The Early Childhood Educa-
tion progrdm was expanded to grades K-12.

* Difteréntial costs: Urban Impact Aid extended to 19
large school districts. L.

» Economic Impact Aid: The merger of the bilingual
educatron program with Educatronally Disadvant-
aged Youth Program, created California’s

“compensatory edugation program.

As school finance debates centered on Serrano com-

pliance, assessed vafuatnon of property and property
tax revenues were growmg rapidly. Tax revenues for

24
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schogl!s were controllgd by the revenue limit
mechanism, and did not a.célerate-as rapidly as did
tax revenues for cities, counties and special districts.
- Property taxpayers were required to pay higher and
higher property taxes, despite some limited state tax
relief measures. A large state surplus was accumu-
lating while the legislature was unable to offer the
Proposition _public a significant tax reljef progfam, The public
' 13 responded with the passage of Proposition 13.

Proposition 13 or the Jarvis-Gann Initiafive

Y Proposition 13 was passed by CalifoagrNa*voters on
L June 6, 1978. It had a far-reaching impacton state and
local government finance. Proposition 13 contained
SiX major provisions:

1. Property taxes were limited to one percent of
property's full cash value, excluding indebtedness
previously approved by the voters.

2. Counties were to collect and apportion the one

percent tax in “accordance to law™ to the cities.
school districts, special districts and county
government. -

3. The full cash value of property reverted to its
appraised value as of March, 1975. ’

4. Increases in full cash value were not to exceed two
percent per year except when property was pur-

" chased, newly constructed, or had a change in
ownership, at which time it would be appraised at
the current market value. ‘

5.-A two-thirds vote of qualified electors of any local
taxmg agency was requnred to impose any special
taxes; with a prohibition against new property taxes.

6. A two thirds vote of both houses of the Legislature
was required to increase any state tax with a
prohibition against levying property taxes. — _

%’he passage of the initiative precipitated a major fiscal
cnisis in public finance. Property tax revenues lost to
local governments totalled $7 billion. Tax collection
mechanisms had to be thoroughly revised to conform
1 . to the new constitutional provision.
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The Legislature and the Governor responded to the
cnisis by enacting a one-year “bailout bill.” SB 154 | sg 156 —
Using a state surplus which had grown to $5billion, SB | the “bailout”
154 supported local government activities carried out | 2"
by‘school districts. cities. counties and special
districts.

»

In addition. SB 154 reconstructed the property tax
under the new circumstances created by Proposition
13. Under SB 154, the property tax would be levied at
the new $4 rate by the county auditor and distributed to | .
local governments, incliuding schools. within,the
county in proportion to their share of the 1977'78
property tax revenue within the county. This propor-
tionate share concept replaced the former ability of
locally elected supervisors. school board members
and city councils to ievy taxes to support their respective
government entities.

State aid to schools under SB 154 guaranteed districts
between 85 percent and 91 pércent of their,anticipated
1978:79 revenues through a mixture of state aid and
local property taxes. The definition of 1978:79
revenues contained 1n SB 154 included the revenue
hmit and permissive taxes formerly levied by the
school district An important element of SB 154 was its
“block grant” approach: districts were authorized to
use funds from former permissive taxes earmarked for
summer school. adult education, commumtyservnces
and chiid care, to support genera! school programs.
The range from 85 percent to 91 percent was a sliding
scale to support a higher share of lower révenue limit
districts’ budgets than higher revenue limit districts.
This was a Serrano compliance feature built into the
faw. All categorical aid programs, except for special
education. were funded at 90 percent. A controversial 90% .
provision of SB 154 was that one third of locally held | o9 =
reserves in excess of five percent or $50.000 of operat- ald programs
ing funds would be deducted from state aid. *

SB 154 contained provisions to support ceunties.
“cities and special districts, as well as school districts. A
major feature of the bill required that ro local entity
receiving state aid under SB 154 could grantaraise to
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its employees greater than that granted to state
employees. This provision was later ruled unconstitu-
tional by the California Supreme Court. ”

'SB 154 enabled state andlocal governments to weather

the immediate crisis presentad by Proposition 13. In
Alterations to] the months that followed, elements of SB 154 affecting
S8 154 schools were altered. Primary alterations were in the
area of reinstating mandates over funds derived from
former permissive taxes. Maintenance of effort pro-
visions were put into place in the areas of programs for
the handicapped. adult programs in certain categories,
summer school for graduating seniors and child care
programs. :

AB 8: A More Permanent Solution |
In 1979, the Legislature enacted legislation to address
more permanently the fiscal issues raised by Proposition
13. The property tax constructed by SB 154 was left
intact with one major exception: $750 million of
property tax revenues held by-school districts was
transferred to cities, counties and special districts. The
property tax revenues lostto the schools were made up
with state aid. This change reduced significantly the
state's further involvement in the financial support of
cities. counties and special districts. while expanding
education's dependence on state support.

-

v

Important provisions of AB 8 were:

<
1. Annual revenue limit increases fod&ry district

mm were to be set via a formula designed for Serrano

provisions of compliance. Local property taxes are deducted 4
ABS from authorized revenue limits and the balance is *

given as state aid. The state share of revenue limits
would be 80 percent.

2. Small districts — those having less than 2.501
students — with large expenditures for transporta-
tion — over three percent of their operating budgets . *
— received special state assistance..A total of $17.8
million dollars was authorized in AB 8 for two years
and continued indefinitely in AB.777.(1981). .

3. One Hundred Two Percent Guarantee: Every district
25 Factbook for School Finance information
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was guaranteed an annual revenue limit increase of
at least 2 percent. This was authorized for two years
in AB 8 and continued for another two years with. -
modification in AB 777 «

4. State-mandated adult and summer programs were
funded. but programs in non-mandated categorie$
are not to receive state aid.

5. All state categorical aid programs were placed on a
four-year schedule for sunset review. If aprogram s
not re-enacted. its laws and regulations expire as of
a specified date

6. New state funds for clpital outlay were set aside.

7. Deflator: If state revenues fall helow an amount
calculated according to law. stateaidtoschoolsand
local government will be reduced accordimd to a
formula This reduction will be split.half and halt
between the schools,and local government. (This
deflator mechanism was suspended for 1981/82 and
198283 through Ieglslatnve actlon ) i

AG 777 (1981)

AB 777, enacted in June of 1981, provides school

funding for 198182 Three features of AB,777 are

noteworthy: V ‘

1. Transportation funding was transformed” from a
separate categorical aid program to a revenue limit
adjustment. The local general fund contribution for
trdnsportation was removed from the revenue limit

and funded separately. This provision, which expires

June 30. 1982, provides relief to districts with large
transportation costs. -
2. Boards may request' a waiver of any law in. or
“regulation derived from. the Education Code. The
State Board of Education must approve the waiver
unless 1t finds that certain conditions are present.
3. Boards may consolidate a series of categorical aid
prograrps at the school site level under the School--

Based Consolidation Program. »

State Budget for 1982/83

The 1982 recession has Ioweréd state revenues, there-
by S|gnmcantly affecting the state budget for 1982/83.
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Flgufe 12

) E : Five Year History of o
California K-12 School Support

T

-—
Toial Total Total Total Total
- $n tor Year for Year tor Year for Year tor Year
Billions $8,343.4 $8.542.2 $9,.363.9 $9.904 $10.870
- 38 E]
v
-
L]
1
.
. ) o .
‘. . 1977:78 197879 . 1979/80 1980/81 1981/82
State State wo = - s e - -
Revenus Limit Categotical Aid
LOCa! sosoccsssscscsose Federal
Revenue Limit Categorical Aid
Source: Oftice of the Legisiative Analyst. Analysis of the Budget Bill tor
1979.80 1980:81 and 1981:82 For 1981 82°SB 840. SB 110. Legislative
Analyst
*These hgures include county offices and’ exclude adult education /
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As enacted, the bydget provided no inflation adjust- |
ment for schools i revenue limit or categorical aid
programs. Distri ill receive new operating fund

!
| from only two sources: :

1.'Growth in ADA will be funded at the 1981/82 total
revenue limit. ’ .

2. An additional $12 per ADA was granted to be used
for non-personnel cost items.

Funding for the 1981/82 state aid deftcit in special
education was provided contingent on mandate re-
duction in the program.

School year 1982/83 will be the first year since Prop-
osition 13 that school districts have not received an
increase in operating revenues. Dependence on state .
revenues 1s the underlying factor contributing 1 the
crisis in school support. . . )

Figure 12 presents the total figures for state school
support during the tumultuous period from 1977/78 to
the present. : ‘

. 5] *
The impact of Proposition 13 is dramatic: the overall ;""Pﬂ'i
increase in school revenues is a modest 2.3 percent ,':,;’:o,, "
from 1977/78 to 1978/79 and there is a major shift away .

. . . from local support to state support ofthe revenue limit.
In 1981/82. schools were supported 68 percent from )
. state revenues and 24 percent from local revenues.
Figure 13 shows the percent of school support from

state. local and federal sources.

The local support of schools has dropped from 57

percent to 24 percent in the five years since Proposition

ﬁ *13. The local share has fluctuated since Proposition 13

due to changes made in local property tax distribution
in AB 8 and the use of one-time impounded unsecured

tax roll funds in 1981/82.

\

I

|

|

I

The growth in state categorical funds has been signifi-
cant during the 1970's. In 1977/78, state categorical aid
was $1.161 million. By 1981/82 it had grown to $1,842 | -

million for a total increase of 58 percent over the five ‘G‘:"’:’"’ in
. year period. The revenue limit grew 23 percent during categoricel

< the same period. School districts, finding themselves | funds
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. Figure 13
Sources of K-12 School Support
* in California
Percent
of
Totsl
%
90
2! .
8
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' 72
"
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54
~
778 1878 T 79/80
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_—
! | )
” | %
Local Stste Federal
Source. Dthce ot the Legisiative Analyst Analys:s of the Budget Bill for 1979-80
1940 81 and 1981 82 For 1981 82 5B 840 5B 110. Legisiative Analyst
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increasingly dependent on the state fof'support otthe
revenue limit, also feel state influence growing in the
- area of ‘categorical aid funds. )

Fogu’re 14 shows the individual state and federal
govérnment cateqorical aid programs offered by the
state from 197778 10 the present.

Gann Spending Limit 1. -

< In November of 1979, the votefs passed an initiative
creating the Gann Spending Jimit in the California
Constitution. The -Gann limit/places a restriction on
state and local government spe‘r)dl”rfg“: Annual increases
in any government entity’s spending may not exceed
the pefcent increase in the entity's population plus the
Consumer Price Index (CB\). The base year for deter-
mining each governmment entity’'s spending level is
1978/79. Revenues in excess of the spending limit
must be returned to taxpayers within the jurisdiction. S8 1352 —
In any year in which per capita personal income Implementing
exceeds CPI. per capita persgnal income growth shall ::I:I-Gﬂ'v:n
be used to determine permissSible spending growth.

The Gann initiative required legisiation to implement :
its provisions: SB 1352 (Marks) Chapter 1205 Statutes |~ = .
of 1980. The legislation shaped a.special Gann limit .
approach for schools. School revenues were divided -

» between local district Gann'limits and the state
government’'s Gann limit, '

The following school revenue§ are contained in the
local limit for each district.

1. docal property taxes.
2. Number _(1) plus sufficient state aid to reach a
specified amount per student. This amount is based
- on the 1978/79 Foundation Progrdfm‘ievel ($1.241
tor elementary districts, $1.322 for unified districts
and $1.427 for high schoo! districts). Each year
these figures are increased by the CPI for the

preceeding calendar year. - . . School
: . L i .- . revenues
The state’'s Gann limit contains the following school | i, sate
‘revenues: Gann imit

1. State aid for the revenue limit which exceeds the

Factbook for School Finance information . 30

Q .
ERIC Ly
mommSem s




Figure 14

Categorlcal Aid: State and Federal
1977/78 to 1981/82 (S in mllllons)

(

State
Urban Impact Aid $ 717
Transportation 594
STRS Direct to Fund 144.3
STRS to Support Districts 1181
Textbooks 16.2
Economic Impact Asd 130.1
MGM 149
Special Education 3224
Sip ) 116.8
Mitler Unruh 147
Driver Training 211
School Lunch 337
Chiid Care 72.7
Preschool 245
Total $1,160.6
Federal
PL874 ¢ 1026
Title | 164 8
Titie IV 13.0
Special Education 191
School Lunch - 255.4
Migrant Education 314
Child Care 327
Vocational Education 440

§ 441§ 6218 634 $ 580
591 750 780  172.2¢
1443 1716 221.2 223.2
1288 ——— Cemme e
431 - 384 425 40.0
123.7 1415 162.0 1717
134 14.1 16.4 169
4008 4602 6398 6925
1233 1353 150.1 162.7
140 140 153 16.2
198 171 18.2 17.8
353 38.6 34.6 252
80.9 88.0 » 170.1"
245 . 258 286  30.1
$3.255.1 $1,324.4 $1,698.6 $1,842.5
¢ 962 $ 1303 $ 61.0$ 350
228.1 ¢+ 2272 275.9 252.8
13.7 16.1 16.1 16.1
525 98.2 96.3 78.6
2009 3253 3011 303.4
332 423 54.0 63.5
452, 52.4 51.5 0.0
. 512 548 60.5 675

~

1977/78 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 1981/82

Total $ 663.0 § 8110 S 9963 $ 968.5 $ 816.9

L]

Source: Legisiative Analyst. Analysis of the Budget Bill 1979, 80. 1980. 81 and 198182 For

1981:82 SB 840.58 110

‘Faderal T itte XX support tor child care was bought out by the state
-Refiects AB 777 changes In transportation funding

-

.
s
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amount in the local limit as described in #2 above.

2. All state categorical aid. (Federal funds are excluded
from Gann limits )

The structure of the Gann limit is a further complexity
in school finance beyond the constraints in the revenue
limit. As a practical matter. however, the Gann limit will
only affect districts with unusually large local property
taxes supporting their revenue limits.

The Gann himit may have a greater affect on districts in

future years if. the state’s Gann limit becomes a

restrictive force having an adveise impact.on the
state's ability to support districts. This does notappear
“qu in the near term (two to five years). '

Andual Ganp limits for districts and county offices are
established by resolution of the governing board and
notification of the public. Such Gann limits may not
exceed amounts allowed in statute. —

Education in the State Budget

Prior to Proposition 13, K-12 school support was 24.7
percent of the state's general fund budget. Since
Proposition 13, education (K-12) has been claiming 33
percent to 38 percent of the state general fund budget.

Education’s large share of the state budget increases
the likelihood that school-revenues for the upcoming
fiscal year wrl not be known until the state budget is
enacted in July. Frequently, school districts do not
know with certainty their revenue levels until school is
underway in September. due to the prevalence of
“trailer bills" which may modify or amend the state
budget or a school finance bill.

32
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Primery
features of the
revenue limit

Chapter IV

California School
Finance:
A Primer

School Finance in 1€92

Statewide, 74 percent of school dlstnct revenues come
through the revenue limit. Seventeen percent come in
the form of state categorical funds and nine percent in
federal funds.

Revenue Limits h

Revenue limits were developed initially for the 1973/74
schoo! year under the provisions ot SB 90 (1972). The

revenue limit has undergone change since 1973/74,

but some of its primary concepts have remained

‘' unchanged.

* Revenue limits are expressed as dollars per ADA.
ADA is average daily attendance of school children
and is a full time equivalency measure. Revenue

\f\rglts range from $1,680 to a high of $7,000.
G¥nerally, elementary district revenue limits are
around $1,712, high school district revenue limits
are around $2,096 and unified districts are around
$1.868. (These are 1981/82 figures.)

+ Revenue limits are different for every districtand are -
based on pfior year revenue limgit levels for that

district.
+ Revenue limits are increased with intfiation

allowances contained in state law. These formulas

can be contained in a school finance bill (AB 777).

Factbook for School Finance Information
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the state budget or an omnibus pbblic finance bill
(SB 154, AB B) ’ . :

* Revenue limits are increased depending on a
. district’'s spending position relative to other districts.
+ Districts with relatively higher revenue limits for
. their size and type receive lower inflation adjust-
ments. Districts with relatively lower revenue limits.
¢ tor their size and type receive higher revenue limit
increases. The size and type categories are setin the
law. They are:

Elementary districts witheless than 901 ADA
Elementary districts with more than 800 ADA
High school distnicts withtess than 301 ADA
High schooi districts with more than 300 ADA
" Unified districts with Igss than 1.501 ADA
Unified districts with more than 1,500 ADA

<O

Distri¢ts are always compared, for the purpose of
determining thetr revenue limit increase, with districts
of similar size and type. This differéntial increase to
reyenue limits has been in state law since SB90 and is

designed to close the gap between districts in revenue ;‘:’:.’.’1’ the
limits. "Closing the gap” 1s sometimes called revenue revenue limit

himit “convergence” and represents major state policy convergence
regarding Serrano comphiance. e Y

The revenue limit increase calculation for 1981/82 was
statutonly determined in AB 777. The increase ranged
from $65 to $138 per ADA for most districts. Very low
revenue imit districts received an inflation increase of
more than $138 per ADA.

Unified districts greater than 1,500 ADA. whose prior
year revenue limit was less than $1.724 received an
increase of $138. This translates to anincrease of eight
percent Unified districts of the same size. whose
revenue limit in the prior year exceeded $2,059received
a revenue limit increase of $65 per ADA. The new
revenue limits for these two districts are $1.862 and
$2.%24 respectively. See the e: ample on the next page.

* Statewlde average increases to the revenue limit do
not apply to each district uniformly. The average
increase incorporates wide variation in the increase
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Revenue Limit
Incresses

-~ 1980/81 Base Re ‘~,~E. | S
Limitper ADA . $1728 sa.om 3337
. ‘«:&ncmmﬁbr 1981/32 o

: ‘1981/823:» ‘ B
Rmnuel.imit s s1852 32125 $273

per ADA - 8133 gss

. 5

given to dlstncts For example, astatewcde increase
of nine pefcent reflects increases! which actually
range district-to-district from a low of two percent to
a high of 15 percent.

» Other school-related cost of Iiving _adjustments

(COLAS) are ‘tled in law to the percent increase
given in the revenue limit to unified districts with
greater than 1,500 ADA.Examples are: county office
of education revenue limits, and special education.

» Revenue limits are often recalculated year to year,

when expenditures for various purposes are
- removed and funded separately. Each time a parti-
cular type of expenditure is removed from the
revenue limit, the average revenue limit decreases
and sources of expenditure variation between
districts are reduced. The particular type of
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A Y
expenditure 15 commonly muedsed by a uniform
amount statewide rather than a shding scale
Expenditures toar that purpose areremoved from the
equahzation features i the revenue himit Increase
!Ormulas

Since AB 65, a-number gf recalcuiations of the
revenue limit have @ccurred:

SB _154;\1978/‘79)former permissive tax rev-
enues for the following programs were
piaced into the revenue limit:'meals for
needy pupils, adult education, child
care, community services, develop-
ment centers tor the handicapped, etc.

AB 8: (1979/80)former permissive taxes wer?

. removed from the revenue limit and
made revenue limitadjustments: meals
for needy pupils, development centers
for the handicapped, etc. Some former
permissive taxes were further modified:
adult education was given its own adult
revenue limit; child care operated. by
school districts was bought out and
funded by the state.

AB 777: (1981:82)local expenditures for home-
to-school transportation were removed
from the revenue limit and became part
of the new transportation adjustment
to the revenue limit with its own infla-
tion adjustment.

Calculation of the Revenue Limit ) .
Each year. every district has acalculated revenue hmit Oversaeing

This revenue imit can be expressed as a total figure or the Revenue

as a per ADA figure The State Department of Education -Limit System

oversees administration of the revenue himit system
with significant assistance from the county office of
education The calculation of the revenue limit can be |
simphfied 1nto six steps: |
Step One — The currentyearrevenuelimit per ADA s ;
established Certain items may be removed or added
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Steps Used to
Caiculnte the
Revenue Limit

if a recalculation is called for in the operative school
finance law or the state budget.

Step Two — The current year revenue limit is inflated
according to formulas in state law. These formulas
use district size, type, and current year revenue limit
as a basis for determining the district's inflation
adjustment. Thns adjustment is expressed as dollars
per ADA. The mflation adjustment, when added to the
current year revenue limit from step one, becomes
the upcoming year revenue limit-per ADA.

Step Three — The upcoming year revenue limit per
ADA is multiplied by the estimated upcoming year

~ ADA to determine the total base revenue limit for the

upcoming year.

Step Four — Revenue limit adjustments are added if
the district qualifies for them: declining enroliment,
102 percent guarantee, small district transportation,
meals for needy, etc. These adjustments are described
below. The adjustments are added to the total base
revenue Jimit from Step Three to create the total
district revenue limit for the upcoming year.

Step Five — Local income from various sources is
deducted from the revenue limit. Local income from
property taxes, unsecured roll taxes, timber tax yield;

- motor vehicle license fees, etc. are considered.

Step Siy — State aid is determined by subtracting the
total_local income in step five from the total district
revenue limit in step four. a

The revenue limit calculation is performed in
December for the First Principal Apportionment of
state aid and again in May for the Second Principal

- Apportionment. District calculations and estimates are

reviewed by the county office and submitted to the
state.

Revenue Limit Adjustments

In addition to the base revenue limit which is mflated
eaGh year according to formulas in state law, there are
a series of revenue limit adjustments for particular
purposes. The major adjustments are described below.

-Each-district may or may not have any of the following -

adjustments, depending on its particular circumstances.
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Declining Enroliment Adjustment. This common
adjustment is designed to assist districts who are
experiencifgg a decline in enroliment so as-to avoid -
precipitous declines in revenue from year to year. The
goal of this adjustment is to allow the district time'to
-make adjustments in its budget. To qualify, a district .
must have a decline in ADA of one percent or more. In
the first year of the detline, the district may credit its
revenue limit calculation with 75 percentof the loss in
attendance. In the second year, it may credit itself with
50 percent of the loss in attendance in its revenue limit
calculation. The sécond year adjustment, however,
must be reduced by any increase in enrollment
experienced in the second year following a decline.
This seemingly contradictory provision was introduced
in AB 777 and reflects the reality that a district can be
increasing in enroliment and collecting the declining
enroliment adjustment from prior years. (See the
example box.)

102 Percent Guarantee. This adjustment has been in
the law since 1978/79 (SB 154). It guarantees that | . .o o\ mt
districts will experience,_ at a minimum, an increase of | Adjustments

. two percent over pnor year revenues. Revenues. | -
"counted for this calculation include the base revenue -
timit described above and the decliining enroliment - -
adjustment. Because it does notapply to all revenues a
district may have, the 102 percent guarantee may not
actually produce a 102'percent increase for a particular
district. In AB 777, the legislature modified the 102
percent guarantee: districts with revenue limits in
excess of $3,000 per ADA receive a 100 percent
guarantee. The 102 percent guarantee commonly
applies to districts with-higher relative revenue limits
and/or declining enroliment.

.Small District Transportation Adjustment. AB 8
initiated this adjustment which applies only to districts
with fewer than 2,501 ADA, whose transportation
expenditures in 1977/78 or 1978/7°) were greater than
three percent of their total current expense. During
these years, the state average was one and one half
percent. The amount of the adjustment is the ditference
between the districts transportation costs in 1977/78
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Revenue Limit
.. Adjustments

State

categoricel
sid

programs

or 1978/79 and three percent of their current expense
of education in 1977/78 or 1978/79. The funds may be
used for any purpose and are not limited fo
transportation. -

‘Meals for Needy Pupils. This revenue limit adjustment.
originated in the permissive tax for school meals. It is
calculated on a per pupiMasis and inflated six percent
annually. D|str|cts qualify for this adjustment if they
had levied the ‘meals for needy permlssnve tax prior to
Proposition 13.

In summary, revenue limits vary between districts for a
variety of reasons. The base revenue limit, which is 97
percent of the total revenue limit, is inflated annually
based on prior year revenue limit and formulas. These
formulas, in turn, take into account the size and type of
the district. There are also revenue limit adjustments
which may or may not be available to a particular
district. Total reyenue limit per ADA figures may mask
the presence of adjustments. Therefore, the figures
most often compared between dlstncts are their base
cevenue Ilmlts

Districts in California receive ‘state aid through a
variety of categorical aid programs. Unlike the revenue

Wyst spend categorical aid funds for
signated purposes. .

Categorical Aid Programs: State

Figure 14 in this chapter' showed the statewide amounts
in various state categorical aid progras available t
California school districts. Each program shown on
Figure 14-is described below.

Urban Impact Aid. This categorical aid program’ is
unique in that it can be used for any purpose. Created
in AB 65, this program sends funds to the 19 largest
unified school districts in the state based upon their
concentrations of low income and non-English
speaking pupils.

Transportation. The state has provided state aid for
home-to-schoal transportation for a number of years.
The state determines approved costin the pripr year by
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' sup L3 ls maAm daclma gnqter than 1% of the
: prior year 's ADA? (2)Gream than (3)?
Yes - : -

Step 2 Crediv75% of annual loes in (2) between ’
1981/82 and 1982/83 — 75% x 20 = 15

sup 3: Credit 50% of loss between 1980/81 and |
1881/82. 50% x 50 = 25

‘Step &: Add allowable’ lost ADA for 197-9180 and
. 1980/81. muitipy by the 1981/82. Base
Revenue Limit to determine the 1981/82

‘declining enroliment adjustment —
{1980/81 allowed loss [15] + 1979/80
allowed loss [25] x $1800 Base Revenue
Limit = $72,000)

’

applying certain cost standards to dlstnct-reported
expenditures for transportation. The total cost in the
transportation revenue limit adjustment is irfflated
each year with statutory cost of living adjustments., State

State Teachers' Retirement System (STRS). The state f,::',f,';::’,,,.
transfers funds directly to support STRS on behalf of -
school districts, to improve the funding level in the
retirement system.
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Instructional Materials Fund (IMF). The-state aids dis-
tricts in the purchase of textbooks by aspecificamount
per student, inflated annually by a cost of living
adjustment tied to the Consumer Price Index. Inrecent
years, the inflation index has been set in the budget or -
a school finance bill at the time the revenue limit
increase is det2rmined.

Economic Impact Ald (EIA). This is California’s
compensatory aid program modeled generally after
federal Title |. In AB 65, the bilingual education funds
and Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program
funds were joined to form EIA. Districts qualify for EIA
based on their conc¢entrations of low income, non-
English speaking and transient students. The greater
the concentration of such students, the larger per
student allotment the district receives. This is one of
the two largest programmatic categorical aid programs
in California and supports remedial instruction given
_by teachers and aides. It is administered by the state
Department of Education through the consolidated
application. s

Gifted and Talented Education. (GATE), formerly
Mentally Gifted Minor Program. This categorical aid
program gives grantsto districts to provide en richment
programs for identified gifted and talented children.

Special Education. The largest state categorical aid-
program ($652 million in 1981/82), special education is
undoubtedly the most complex one as well. Federal
law anA reyulation, state law and regulation, and court
decisions have created a body of mandates for special
education ptograms and Services to individuals with
exceptional\needs. Programs oftered range from
several hourslof speech therapy a day toa child in the
regular program to full time residential care fora multi-
handicapped ¢hild. Determination of service to a child
is*done through an annual Individualized Education
Plan prepared by school personnel and parents. Due
process procedures for parents are specified in state
and federal law. School districts and county offices of

education submit local plans to the state Department
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of Education for the delivery of special education
within their geographic area.

_ School Improvement Program. This categorical aid

program was called Early Childhood Education (ECE)
prior to AB 65. Bchool districts apply for funds from
this program on behalf of individual schools. Each
participating school must have school site councils
consisting of school staff and parents to oversee the
program. At the secondary fevel, students must also be
involved. Funds are given in uniform amdunts per
student based on grade level. In 1981/82, these grants
were $158 per ADA at grades K-3, $96 per ADA for
grades four through eight, ang $69 per ADA at grades
nine through 12. At the elementary level funds from
SIP are used primarily for aides, instructional materials
and program improvement. Atthe secondary level, SIiP
may address a variety of identified school problems for
improvement. .

Miller Unruh Reading Program. This is one of Califor-
nia's earliest categorical aid programs; it began in
1965. Miller Unruh funds are used to assist districts in
paying the salaries of reading specialists for grades K-
6. The subsidy in 1982/83 is budgeted at $17,427 per
Miller Unruh teacher, which is 77 percent of the
statewide average elemefitary school teacher’s salary.

Driver Tmlning. The state provides funds to districts to
provide behind the wheel training for students in high
school. The aid is $60 per student and is based on

_ programs offered in the prior year.

School Lunch. The state requires that every needy
child receive one meal each day,at school. State aid is
given to districts on a per meal basis to support
breakfast and lunch served to needy students.

Child Care. School districts who provided child care
programs prior to Proposition 13 have been required
by state law to maintain their effort in this area. The
state bought, out child care in 1980/81 and such
programs are now funded on a contract basis between
the state and the districts involved. -

-
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Preschool. The state provides aid to districts and

[f . agencies operating state preschool programs for low ° :
o incomg families. The® programs emphasize parent

‘ education as well as educational developm¥t of
preschool children.

F Categorical Aid Programs: Federal

; In 1981/82, California public schools received roughly
, $900 million in federal aid. This aid comes as categorical
aid, that is, tied to par;icular programs or services. The
major federal programs are described below.

. PL 874 Impact Aid. The federal government gives
Federal assistance to school "districts which have resident

oid federal employees or federal installations wit'nin their .
programs boundaries. In recent years, this assistance has been
reduced, particularly for students whose parents work

« .| forthe federal government but do not reside on federat
proberty. Originally federal impact ai4 was given in
recognition of lost property tax revenues due to federal
property within the boundary of a school district.

Title 1. Federal Title | funds provide compensatory

education for children attending schpols in low incor'ﬁé',
areas. Eligible schools are selected Qn the basis of the

number of children from low incomé homes. Eligible

students in those schools are selected for the program

based upon low achievement. The pfograms consist

‘primarily of remedial reading and m#th provided by -
resource teachers and aides. Title | began in 1965 and

has remained a significant federal program in

California. -

Title IV. (Now part of the federal block grantin Chapter 9
2.) Title IV formerly provided funds for educational

. improvement. Chapter 2 is the new federal block grant

o which consolidates 31 federal assistance programs

: beginning ‘October 1, 1982. The new federal block

grant law required an advisory committee to recom-

mend a formula for dllocating at least 80 percent of the |
funds in the block grant to local school districts. Along ~ *
with the former Title IV, funds for school libraries and
Emergency School Assistance Act funds were con-
solidated into the block grant.
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Specia! Education. Federal funds for special education
support local special education programs. Federal
funds cemprise a relatively small share of the'total
spent for special education in California public schools.
(See the section above on state categorical aid. special
education ) ’

Schoel Lunch. Federal funds provide a large source of Federal
support for school breakfast and lunch programs. | Ccetegorical
These funds support meals for needy students. Some . aid programs
support is also given for reduced price meals, however
this support has been declining in recent years.

Migran} Education. The federal government supports
programs for migrant children for supplemeatary
educational services.”Since 1980, this program has
received significantly increased fu,ndin\

&
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- Chapter V.

Tax Sources In
California

-

Education’s heavy relianée on state support since
1978/79 leads to dependence on growth in state tax :
sources. Figure 15 gives a historical perspective on
‘| major stata tax sources. '

The large state tax sources show remarkable stability

in their relative share of general fund revenues over

this eventful period. This stability is even more note-

/ worthy when\Qe changes made in the ma]or taxes are
# considered.

~— |- Intax year 1978 and 1979, the personal income tax was
F partially indexed. Indexing means lowering tax rates by
increasing tax brackets by some mqasure of infiation.

Indexing -This serves to prevent inflation from causing taxpayers’
o income to “creep” into higher brackets with higher tax
ox rates. Under partial indexing used in California, the

tirst three percent of the Consumer Price Indexincrease
was exempted from indexing. In 1980 and 1981, the
personal income tax was fully indexed: the three
» B percent threshold was removed. In the June, 1982

) primary, California voters approved a referendum
creating full indexing of the state personal income tax.

The Legislative Analyst estimates that indexing of the -
income tax reduced state revenues by $5.7 billion from
1978/79 to 1981/82.
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t/ Figure 15
- ' Tax Sources: State General Fund
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Source: Legisiative Analyst. Anaiys:s of the Budget Bill for 1979/80.
198081 and 1981.82 and Report On Budget Action 19.01,'82
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Figure 16 .

Tax Sources:
Growth R.es 1977/78 to 1981/82
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Source: Otfice of the Legislative Andlyst. Analysis of the Budget Bill for 1979:80
1980 81t ang 1981 82 .

.
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The sales tax is a lucrative source of state revenues. It
has remained fixed at six percent’for the five year
period The Legislative Analyst estimates thatone eent

. on the sales tax wil raise $1.6 billion in 1981 and.$1.8

IToxt Provided by ERI

billion in 1982.

“The inheritance tax was lowered in 1981 by exempting
inter-spousal transfers and increasing various other
exemptions. The inheritance tax was repealed by
voters in the June, 1982 primary election.

Full indexing of the state personal income tax and

. repeal of the inheritance tax will lower state revenues
in 1982:83 by an estimated $325 million. growing to a

$1.1 bilhion ioss in 1984/85.

Figure 16 compares the growth of individual tax rates
during the tive years. Personal income taxes grew the
tastest and “ather" taxes (cigarette and alcohot) grew
neghgibly. o

- .-
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1983 Feders!

deficit

Chapter Vi

Economic Realities
Versus
Federal Policies

9

Introduction

In February, 1982, CSBA convened a panel of prlvate
economists to dis~uss California’s economy and the
impact of the Reagan administration’s fiscal and
monetary policies on California. Panelists were: Tapan
Monroe from Pacific Gas & Electric Company, Richard
Courtney from the Bank of America and Conrad
Jamieson from Security Pacific Bank. This chapter
contains their views and insights on our economy as of
February. 1982, looking forward to 1982/83.

The Economic Outlook for 1982: Federal and State
Richard Courtney

Richard Courtney, vice president of the Bank of .

America and a former economics professor and
researcher, recalled the widespread early optimism
over President Reagan's budget-cuttmg and tax-cuttmg
proposals. “What a difference a year makes,” he
observed. . -

As the nation undergoes a serious recession,
unemployment and inflation, estimates are that the

1983 federal budget deficit will be at least $92 billion

and perhaps as high as,$120 billion. Despite some
major successes for Reagan in cutting taxes and
spending, the deficit is expected to climb still-higherin
1984, the year that the administration had promised a
balanced budget. “This is the year in which campaign
rhetoric has come face-to-face with economic realities,
and the realities have won again,” Courtney said.
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Unemployment, inflation and; high interest rates have
caused consumers to be cautlous about spending,
which in turn caused busineiks inventories to mount
and dampened economic ‘grqwth.

However, the second phase of the federal tax cut and
July's cost-of-living adjustments in federal entitlement
programs should boost consn{)mer spending and pro-
duce “some moderation of ‘the inflation rate as a
whole.” .

Courtney said one factor will be the business
community’s ability to adjust to slower rates of
economic growth. For example, he noted that the all -
important auto industry may reduce its size, while
increasing its productivity through such moves as
having employees work an extra half-day without pay.

Another area to watch is the impact of the Administra- .

tion's two “contradictory” policies — the Federal
Reserve Board's efforts to restrict the money supply,
and an expansive economic policyl including tax cuts
and hefty budget deficits from increased defense
spending. In combination, these will mean “a continuing
stop-and-go economy,” Courtney predicted.

He opined that the Reserve Board's policy is the “more
sound course,” as opposed to the “quick fixes" designed
by the Administration’s budget-makers. "What we
need Now is consistency,” he said. , ~

Courtney's preference would be to reduce defense
spending, locate other budget cuts and delay or
eliminate the tax cut scheduled for 1983.

Tapan Monroe

PG&E's Monroe said eliminating the tax cut might
destroy the credibility of Reagan’s supply-side
economics and any potential they hold for long-term
improvement. When'the Administration made its pro-
posals, what it forgot to mention are "the costs thatare
necessary for supply-side economics to work."

Among those costs are lost jobs. Unemployment rates
were 8.4 percentin the last quarter of 1981, 6.4 percent
in the first quarter of 1982, and expected to be 6.
percent, 6.6 percent and a whopping 9 percent jfi the

impact of
Washington's
‘contradictory’
policies
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year's final three quarters. With 4-5 percent of that
figure being comprised of the chronically unemployed,  ~
at 6-9 percent "you're talking. about a lot of middle-
class people (beﬁmg out of work)."”

The gross natiordal product decreased 5.2 percentin
the last quarter of 1981, fell another 8.2 percent in the
first quarter of 1982, and is expected to rise just .2
~percent in the second quarter. Still, a turn-around is

- Turn-around 1 ¢, acast for mid-year, Monroe said.
Forecast for .
Mid-yesr The good news. he added. is that the rise in the
Consumer Price Index is expected to fall to 7.4 percent
’ in 1982. That's down from 10.3 percentin 1981 and 13.5 .

percent in 1980.

Californians have more good news; their inflation
rates, and even their unemployment rates. are predicted
| tobelower. The reason? California’s economy is more
. : diverse. releasing pressure from areas that are
: especially sensitive to high interest rates. It has a lesser
reliance, on durable goods manufacturing, more high
technology and a defense industry that may benefit
from increased spending.

The st';t-;'s generally benign climate, numerous mar-
kets, highly skilled labor force, and traditionally strong
infrastructure also have made it attractive to investors,
Monroe pointed out.

Even so. he sdid. the California economy won'tboom if
present problems in the (national) economy continue.”
Whether California retains its attractiveness to
investors also depends on: the adequacy of energy.
Southern California water and housing; the business
climate; the overall state of the economy; and the
ability of state and local governments to continue
supplying services. ’

Conrad Jamieson.

Drop in Jamieson indicated that government spending in one
Educatiori area — education — has dropped significantly since

Spending 1977-78 in. terms of the "national norm." He defines

that norm as what state and local government spending
would have been in California, had it come to exactly -
the same amount per $1.000 of personal income as the
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average for the balance of the United States. According
to Jamieson, this provides a consistent adjustment for
inflation, population changes, and the population’s
ability to pay. -

in 1977-78, California was the fourth-{highest taxing
state in the nation, giving its citizeng “a reason for
grievance” in passing that year's Prop. 13. Jamieson
said. But "13" was a "mighty crude weapon,” he added.

1t reduced the state's tax revenues by more than $25

billion over the last four years-and increased school
districts' dependence on non-property tax revenues
from 50 percent to 81 percent of their total income.
This has had a “catastrophic” impact on- districts’
ability to plan for the future and “rule your own
destinies.” Jamieson reported.

He reported that:’ —

e While Californians’ total personal income increased
by 48 percent. state and local tax revenuesincreased
by just ten percent between 1977-78 and 1980-81.

e Total tax revenue in California has remained above
the national norm by 16 percent {as compared to 27
percent above the norm in 1977-78). However, it
dropped from No. 4 in taxation'to No. 20in 1978-79.
Preliminary figures show the state at No. 16 or 17in
1980-81. —_—

" e In terms of spending on local schools, California

was No. 39 among the states in 1979-80. For every—-
$1.000 of personal income, its spending was $43.63,
as compared to the national average of $47.91.

e For every $1.000 of personal income, the state's
spending on local, schools increased six percent
from 1969-70 to 1977-78. In the first year of Prop. 13.
it fell by 12.4 percent; in 1978-79, by 15.6 percent.

e The state’s divergence from the national norm (for
spending on local schools) was minus 7.6 percentin
1978-79 and minus ten percent in 1979-80.

Jamieson cautioned that policy-makers shouldn't
necessarily look to the national norm as the optimum
level. “But ... if a tax or expenditure in California is
substantially above or below the national norm_ it is
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logical to ask: Why does it differ from the nofm? Is the
difference good or bad? What — if anything — couldor

‘should he done about it?"

Summary:

Continuing economic problems might be expected
nationwide as the federal government tries to simul-
taneously implement two “contradictory” monetary
policies. But the California economy, while partly
dependent on the federal performance, is expected to
weather the recession better than do other states’.

Panelists agreed that California may lose some of its
advantage over other states if its tax revenue no longer
cansupport a strong infrastructure of education, roads
and other services. Aninferior educational system is “a
negative to luring high-quality people to the state,” and
could force the business community to look outside
the public school system for its workers — a move that
is inefficient and “leaves out a good portion of the
population,” commented Tapan Monroe, director of

economic forecasting for the Pacific Gas and Electric .

Company. .
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- Appendlx A
-External Factors Which Affect
California's Public Schools

Changes in California’s Population and Families -
The U.S. Census Bureau reports from the 1980 fensus: -

e The number of one-parent families nationwide rose
from 12 percent to 19 percent between 1970 to 1980,
with Califorma near the top’among the states in the
proportion of single parent families.

e Families below the poverty level in California for 1979
were 8.6 percént of the population.

e California has 14.8 percent foreign-bornresidents, the
Igrgest of all the states.

e Of California’s 23.6 million people, almost five million
speak a language other than English at home.

- Source: Sacramento Bee Apni 20. 1982 ~

Television as a ForceAﬁectlng Children

In 1981 the state Department of Education conducted a
study of the television viewing habits of 15,385 sixth
graders and related them to their achievement in school
measured by the Survey of Basic Skills.

Key tindings:

e The greater the amount of time spent watching tele-
vision, the lower the achievement in reading. writing
and mathematics.

e For sixth grade students, 29 percent watch zero to two
hours of TV per day, 37 percent watch two to four
hours per day, 22 percent watch four to six hours and
13 percent watch six or more hours per day.

e When thesefigures are computed on a weekly basis, 53

percent of sixth graders watch television for as many
hours per week as they attend school, assummg afive
hour school day.
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® National School Boards Association, Washington D.C.

e The five most popular TV shows for sixth graders
watched by over half of the sample were: Dukes of
Hazzard, Happy Days, Love Boat, cartoons and
Difterent-Strokes.

_ @ Heavy TV viewers tended to be of lower socioeconomic\
status, reported. viewing TV later at night and domg
their homework in front of the television.

Never?helqss —
An Impressive Track Record

Examine some facts and statistics:

® Today's children, on average, do as well as or better
on achievement tests than their parents did — if
‘their parents were in school at all. According to a
national study recently conducted by Indiana Uni-
versity, today's students are reading better at the 6th
and 10th grades than students of 30 years ago.

* Most people in & United States survey in 1981 rated
the quality of education being offered in their
community schools as “good"” or "“very good.”

) e In 19850. only one in every four black children
: finished high school in America; today‘three out of
. four complete high schootl.

e In 1950, only 56 percent of white children finished
high school; today aws percent graduate.

e {n 1967, about 32 percent g‘t 3- to 5-year olds were
enrolled in a pre-school progrgm. Ten years later,
the percentage of youngsters.attending pre-school
was almost 50 percent, and is rising.

e One in eight school children comes from a family
where a language other than English is spoken.
Schools across the nation have developed programs
and are meeting their special needs.

Excerpted from "Better Schools Now,” a publication of the

Reprinted by permission.
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Appendix B
Glossary of School Finance Terms'

Apportionments. Allocation of state or federal aid, local
taxes, or other moneys among sehool district or other
governmental units.

Appropriations. Funds set aside or budgeted by the state
or local school districts for a specific time period and
specitic purposes.

Appropriations Limitation. See Gann Limits.

Assembly Bill 8 (1979) Chapter 282. A public finance law

_passed by the California legislature in July 1979, replac-
ing AB 65 and SB 154, the Proposition 13 bailout
measure. AB 8 defines the source and method of funding
schools, counties, cities, and special districts; the
allowable annual increases in school districts’ revenue
limits; the levels of support and review schedule for
categorical aid programs; some sources of funds for
capital outlay; and a deflatcr mechanism. -

Assembly Bill 65 (1977) Chapter 894. A school finance
law passed by the California legislature in September
1977 which was intended as atong-range solution to the

Serrano-Priest court decision. The.tax-rate provisions.

were invalidated by Proposition 13 and other provisions
were restructured by subserjuent legislation, particularly
AB 8. '

Assessed value. A valuation of 25% of the market value of
land, homes or businesses set by the county assessor for
property tax purposes. Market value is the cost of any

" newly built or purchased property or the value on March

1. 1975, of continuously owned property plus an annual
increase of 2%. {See Proposition 13.)

Average daily attendance (ADA). The number of students
actually present or excused for absence on each school
day throughout the year, divided by the total number of
school days in the school year. ADA approximates 96% of
the average enroliment statewide. School district revenue
limit income is based on ADA. % K

Factbook for School Finance Information 56

i ) 6{)‘




Average dally membership or enroliment. The average
numbsr of children who are eligible to attend schools or
who do attend schools in a district. These units of
measurement are alternatives for ADA h some states.

Bailout legislation SB 154, 2212, 2199, AB 2190 (1978).
Emergency laws and the State Budget Act enacted by the
California legislature in June and July 1978, following the
passage of Proposition 13 These laws specified 1978-79
funding for schools and other local entities, replacing
some of the loss of local property taxes: They have been
amended by AB 8 and subsequent legislation.

Basic ald. The minimum grant of $120 per K-12 pupil
guaranteed by the State Constitution. This dollar amount
is part of a _school district’s revenue limit.

Bonded indebtedness. A district's obligation incurred by
the sale of bonds to acquire school facilities. Proposition
13 allow§ districts to continue levying a local property tax
to repay debts which were voter-approved prior to June
1978. It does not permit new bonded indebtedness.

Clpiul outlay. Expendrture for new schools, for the
major remodelmg of school burldmgs or for additional ~ -

equipment. In the past, money from the sale of schools
had to be spent for capital outlay purposes. The law now
allows such funds to be spent for deferred maintenance
or for general purposes if approved by the State Alloca-
tions Board.

Categorical aid. Money from the state or federal
government granted to qualifying school districts for
children with specnal needs. such as Educationally

Handicapped; for special programs such as the School

Improvement Program or for special purposes, such as
Economic Impact Aid or transportation or Urban Impact
Aid. Expenditure \of categorical aid is restricted to its
particular purposé, The funds are granted to districts in
- addition’to their revenue limits.

Consolidation. The combining of two or more elementary
or high school disricts with adjoining borders to form a
single district.
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Consumer Price Index(CPIl). A measure of change in the
cost of living compiled by the United States Bureau of
Labor Statistics. Consumer grice indices are calculated
regularly for the United States, California, some regions
within California and selected cities. (See Gann Limits.)

COFPHE. The Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher
Education supported by revenue from oil or stateowned

. land. Other state oil revenues are appropriated for

portable classrooms and K-12 Capital outlay needs.

Cdast of Education index. A measure of the variation in
costs for individual sghool districts of factors and
materials which are beyond their control, such as utilities,
gasoline and the cost of living in their geographical area.

Current Expense of Education. The general operating
expenditures of a school district excluding food services.
capital outlay, community services, debt repayment and
tuition payments.

De Facto segregation. Bacia;_segregation whial is not
intentional, that is, not due to acts of governing dies.

De Jure segregation. Racial segregation which is inten-
tional, that is, caused by the acts of governing bodies. "

Deferred maintenance. Major repairs of buildings and
equipment which have been postponed by school districts,
usually due to a shortage of funds.

Deflator. A mechanism in AB 8 to reduce state funds for
local entities. A state commission estimates the total state
resources available by June 10 each year. If that estimate

is léss than a target amount specified by law, then state -

dollars for schools. cities and counties are automatically
reduced.

Dirett services. Supervision of instruction, pupil person-
nel ‘and health services performed by county.offices of
education for small districts: elementary, high school and
unified districts with less than 901, 301 and 1501 ADA

—-—respectively.

Q
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Economic Impact Aid (EIA). State categorical aid for
districts with concentrations of children who are bilingual,
transient or from low incomeé families.

Excess tax revenue. Tax revenues which are greater than
a governmental entity's allowable Gann appropriations
limitation. The Gann Amendment requires that these
funds be returned to taxpayers by revised tax rates or
" altered fee schedules.

Foundation program. A dollar amount per pupil used
historically in revenue limit calculations. Currently used
in the calculatior. of school district Gann limits. Property
tax fundg and s.ate doflars up to the foundation program
levels are counted in a school district's Gann limit. All -
other tax dollars received by schools are counted in the
state Gann limit. Foundation program levels specified for
1978-79 were $1,241 elementary, $1.322 unified and
$1.421 high school.

&

=

Gann Amendment. An initiative passed in November
1979 adding Article XI11B to the California Constitution. It
establishes limits on annual appropriations from the
proceeds of taxes:by the state, cities, counties, school
districts and most special districts. Implementing legis-
lation, SB 1352 (Marks), was passed m 1980.

Gann Limits. A ceiling on each year's appropnatuons of
tax dollars by governmental entities, including school
districts. Using the base year 1978-79, subsequent years’
limits are adjusted for the change in Californig Consumer
Price Index or in per capita personal income, whichever is
smaller, and for the change in population income, which-
ever is smalier, and for the change in population (ADA for
school districts). Voters may elect to increase the limit for
a three-year period. (For schools, see Foundation
Program.) .

59 - Factbook for School Finance Information

. B




High expenditure districts. Districts whose revenue limit
per child is greater than the state average for similar
districts. High expenditure districts are allowed asmaller
inflation adjustment to their revenue limits than are low
expenditure districts. Most high expenditure districts
were formerly called "high wealth" because their assessed

“value per-ADA was significantly above the statewide

average.

<

inflation Factor. Adjustments for inflation which are
prescribed by faw for school district revenue limits. ~
Different adjustments are permitted in the annual cal-
culation of Gann hmits. (See AB 8; also High/Low
Expenditure Districts.)

Joint School Districts. School districts with terntory in
more than one county. N

Leveling up. Increasing the level of per pupil"expendlture
statewide toward that of the higher spending districts.

Leveling down. Decreasing the level of per pupil
expenditure statewide toward that of the lower spendmg/

‘districts e

Y

Low expendlture districtss Districts whose revenue hmit
per child is iess than the state average for similar districts.
Low expenditure districts are allowed a larger inflation
adjustment to their gevenue limits than are high
expenditure districts. Most low expenditure districts were
formerly called “low wealth" because of their.low assessed ,
valuation per ADA. Neither “high” nor “low" refers to the
family income of district residents.

o

Mandated costs. School district expenses whiCh occur
because of federal or state laws. deoisions of state or
federal courts, federal or state administrative regulations.
or initiative measures. (See SB 90, 1977)

Master Plan for Sp"eclal,, Education (1980). California
categorica! program for the education of all handicapped
children as enacted tn SB 1870 (Rodda, 1980).
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Necessary Small Schools. Elementary or high schools
with less thah 101 or 301 ADA, respectively.

\ .
Per capita personal income. Income before taxes of
California residents as estimated by the U.S. Department
of Commerce.

Proceeds of taxes. Defined in the Gann Amendment as
the revenues from taxes plus regulatory licenses, user
charges, and}‘ser fees to the extent that such proceeds
exceed the gosts reasonably borne in proyiding the
regulation prpduct or service.

Proposition 4 (1979). See Gann Amendment. R

Proposition 13 (1978). An initiative amendment passed in
June 1978 adding Article XIIIA to the California Constitu-
tion. Tax rates on secured property are restricted to no
more than one percent (1%) of full cash value. (A 1% tax
rate is equivalent to $4 per $100 assessed value.) The
measure also defines assessed value and voting require-
ments to change existing or to levy new taxes. ‘A 1980
California Supreme Court decision exemptéd unsecured
property from the tax rate limits imposed by Proposmon
13, for the 1978 79 fiscal year only

Pupil weighting. A method of distributing money for
education according to the individual characteristics of
ch pupil. Weights or ratlob are assigned for categories
of yupil need or special costs; funds are distributed
acc rding to the total number of pupil weights.
3

sefves. Funds set aside in a school district budget to
provide for estimated future expenditures or losses, for
working capital or for other purposes.

" Revenue limit. The specified amount of money a school

district can collect annually for its general education
program from local taxes and state aid. Revenue limits
were established by SB 90 (1972). Categorical ald is
granted in addition to the revenue limit.
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Schoo! improvement Program (SIP). Money granted by
the state to selected-.chools to carry outa plan developed
by the school site council for the improvement of their
. mdwudual school program.

-
-

Secured property. Property which cannot be moved,
such as homes and factories.

Senate Bill 90 (1977) Chapter 1135/77. A Iaw passed by
the California legislature in 1977 which allowed school
districts to submit claims to the state for reimbursement
for increased costs resulting from state mandates or
axecutive orders, following the gundelmes ad0pted by the
State Board of Control , ,

Senate Bill 154. See Bailout Legislation. '
Serrano-Priest Decision. The California Supreme Court

* . deciston made final in 1976 which declared the system of

_financing schools unconstitutionat because it violated
the Equal Protection clause of the State Constitution. The
Court ‘said tniat by 1980:the relative effort (tax rate)
requifed of taxpayers for school’services must be nearly
the same throughout the state and that differences in
annual per pupil expendi* ‘res which were due to local
wealth must be less than $,u0.

Slippage. Savings in state sechool fund appropriations
because of unexpected revenues raised when the
assessed value of property grows at a faster rate than
anticipated. allowing larger than projected am0unts of
_tocal property taxes to be collected.

Squeeze. The restriction on annual inflation increases to
_the revenue limits basedon the relative wealth of districts.
{See Infiation Factor.)

Special Education. Programs to identify and meet the
education needs of exceptional children. such as those
with Iearmng or physical handicaps. Federal law 94-142
requires these children. ages 3-21 years, be provided free
and appropriate education. (See Master Plan for Special
Education.) ’

3pending limits. See Gann Limits.

State Allocation Board. 4 regulatory agency of the state
- .which consider$ local school district needs and controls
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certain state-anded capital outlay and deferred malnten-
ance programs. —

STRS, PERS. The State Teachers' Retirement-System
and the Public Employees’ Retirement System funds.
State law requires school district employees, school
districts, and the state to contribute to the funds.

Subventions. Provision of assistance or financial support,
usuatly from a higher governmental unit. for reimburse-
ment of tax exemptions. such as Homeowners' Property
Tax Exemptions.

~ Unitied School District. A school districtserving students

kindergarten through 12th grade. that is, elementary and

-high school students.

Unification. Joining together of all or part of an elementary
schoo! district (X-8) and high school district {9-12) to

form a new unified school district (K 12) with a single

governing board.

Unionization. Joining together of two or more elementary
or high school districts to form a single elementary or
high school district.

ES

Unsecured property. Moveable property such as boats
and airplanes. This property is taxed at the previous
year’'s secured property tax rate.

Urban Impact Aid (UIA). State categoricai aid to 19 large.
metropolitan districts which can be used for generatl
purposes. *

Variable costs. Expensgs which differ from district to

district due to geograph:cal economic. or social condi-
tions. for €xample. the cost of snow plows in mountai::ous
areas or of high insurance rates in urban areas.

Vouchers. Coupons issued by a state to individual children
for admission to schooland redeemed by those schoois
for cash from the state. A voucher system could or could
not include private as well as pubhc school students.

Glossary ol School Finance Terms.” California Coahtion tor Fair
Schuol Finance. March 1981

e
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Index

-A-

AB 8 25.28.36,38
AB 65 19,2241
AB 777 26.34.36.38
Actuevement. national

reference group T 14
Achievement, student 13
Assessment program, state 13
Adjustmertts. declining

enrcliment 37.38.40
Adjustments, 102%

guarantee 25.37.38
Adjustments. meals for

needy *+ 37.39
Adjustments. smaii district
transportation 37.38
Adjustments. revenue imit 37
Adjustments, transportation 39

-C-
Capital outiay . 26
Categorical Aid Program
Federal v 43
Categorical Aid Programs  *
State 30.39
Chapter 2 43
Child Care 42
COLAs (Cost of Living
Adjustment) 35.40
Convergence. revenue hmit 21
Consumer Price index 45
Class Size 9
-D- -

Declining enroliment
Adjustment 37.38.40
Deflator {AB 8) 26
Driver Training 42

-E-
Economic Impact Aid 22.41
Economy. California 51.53
Economy’ National 51.53
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Emergency School Assistance
Act 43
Enroliment, private school 7.9
Enroliment, public school 2
Enroliment trends 6
Expenditures, education 13
tire 9
general government 9
health
police 9
welfare 9
Expenditures per capita . 9
. G-
Gann Limit . 30.32
Geographic distribution
of students . 6.
Gifted and Talented
Education (GATE) 41
government spending 9
Guarantee, 102% 25,27.38

-H-
health spending 9

--
inflation allowances 22,3337
Inheritance tax .. 48
Instructional Materials Fund
(IMF) . . 41

-d-
Judge Jefterson
-L-
Local income

-M-
Master Plan for Special
Education
Meals for Needy
Migrant Education
Miller Unruh Reading
Program ;
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-N-
. National reference group 14
. -0-
102% Guarantee 25.37.38
.
-p-
Percent ot school age
Californians .
Personal Income . 9,13.51,52
Personal income Tax 45
Personal iIncome Tax,
Indexing ... . . 4548
. Preschool Program 43
Private School
Enroitments 79
Proposition 13 23
Pupils per Teacher .. 9
PL 874 impact Aid 43
-R-
Reagan economiic plan 49
Recapture 22
Recession 49
Revenue Limit 21 .33.36

Revenue Limit adjustments 37
Revenue Limit,

calcutation of 36.37
Revenue Limit, increases 25
-S-

Salaries, teacher .9
Sales Tax 48
SB 154 24.25.36

Scholastic Aptitude Test
(SAT) . 13.18
Schooi-Based Consolidation
Program 26
School Districts, size 25
spending level 269
type 2.6.34.37
School improvement
Program (SIP) . .22.42
School Lunch . 4244

School spending relative to per

capita personal income. - 9
Senate Bill 80 20,2133
Serrano .19.20, 21 22
Smali District

Transportation 37.38

4144

Special Education

-

State Assessment Program

(CAP) , 13
State Teachers’ Reurement
System {STRS) 40
Students. achievement in
Calitornia .. . 13
Students, geographlc
distribution
Students. percent of school
age 7
Students, private school . 7.9
Sunset review, AB 8 . 26
-T-
Tax revenue ~ . . 52
Teacher pupit ratio 9
Teacher Salaries 9

Test scores (see achlevement)

Title | 43
Title IV . 43
Transportatlon regular - 39
Transportation, small

district .. ..31.38
Transportation funding . 26
Types of districts 6.34,37

-U-

Unsecured Tax Roll Funds 28
Urban Impact Aid 22.39
. -W-
Waiver 26
p

Factbook for School Finance Information

.

‘e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




 Sources:

Califarnia Assessment Program Student Achievement in
Cahfornia Schools. 198081 Annual Report, Califormia
Department of Education, 1981

Ranking of the States, National Education Association, 1971
and 1981 editions.

“Taxes and Other Revenue of State and Local Government,”
Conrad Jamieson. Security Pacific National Bank, 1982.

Remarks to the Education Congress of California, Aprit, 1982
y Theresa 'Terry’ Cook. President, County Supervisors
Association of California, Supervisor, Placer County
' .

o
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